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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine whether
there are differences in perceptions of the university environment
between married male students and single male students. Seventy-five
upperclass male students were selected at random from the
university's single on-campus, single off-campus, and married
off-campus undergraduate population. 211 of the married undergraduate
male students (N~53) on-campus were selected for the study. Over 72
percent of the students selected responded. The College and
University Environment Scales (CUES) was the instrument used. The
results vere reported in 5 dimensions describing the environment: (1)
practicality, (2) awareness, (3) propriety, (4) community, and (5)
scholarship. The results suggested that the students in the 4 groups
measured perceived the university environment gimilarly. Marriage or
the student's place of residence did not seem to have a differential
effect on his perception. (AF)
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A COMPARISON OF PERCEPTION OF THE UNIVERSITY
ENVIRONMENT BY UNDERGRADVATE MARRIED AND SINGLE MALE STUDENTS
| Willism L. Riley
University of Misebﬁri - Columbia |

The last decade has seen an increased concern in the
kinds of environments ptesent on the campuses of colleges
and univergities in the United States. Research in college
student persennel work has attempted to assess these
environments within and across campuses by acquiring the
perceptions of the environments by students and faculty.

Many studies have assembled myriad combinations of
student and faculty groups for comparison of environmental
perceptions, However, the @arried student, whose perception
of the environment should be of interest to student personmnel
workers, has not been included iﬁ recent studies of

environmental press. This group of students is increasing

in percentage each year and is a significant subgroup on

most campuses. _

Dressel (19635 reported that a majority of married
students were not satisfied w1th thexr degree of participa-
tion in the activities of the college environment. Others
have reported that married students choose not to participate
in the serv1ces and aetiv1t1es offered to them by the
univer51ty_(Dresse1, 1965,,Lentague,,l962, Rogers, 1958;
Yamamoto;’1965).,'Thisfﬁeglected grouo,of students may
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perceive the environment differently than other students in
the university.

1f the environment influences behavior and development,
as most student personnel workers believe, then it is
important to understand the perceived environment of all
students influenced by university environment. The purpose
of this study was to determine whether there are differences
in perceptions of the university environment between married
msle students and single male students. These two groups
were divided into on-campus and off-campus to see if location
in the environment also might have an influence on perception
as has been suggested by other studies (Baker, 1966;
Lindahl, 19675, although not all investigators have found
this to be true (Conner, 1966).

._ Method

Subjects

‘The subjects were drawn from the undergraduate students
(except freshmen) at a large midwestern university. Seventy-
five upperclass male students were selected at random from
the university's single dn-campus, singie off-campus,'and

married off-campus undergraduate populations. All of the

'married undergraduate male students cn-ss) on-campus were

_selected for the study. Seventy-two and one=-half percent of

the students selected responded tc a letter requesting their

ass1stance 1n ’Lv.e study.lv
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The Instrument

The instrument used for this study was the College &
University Environment Scales (CUES) (Pace, 1963, revised

1949). The CUES inventories the students perception of the

college environment. It consists of 100 statements about

' college life-features and facilities of the campus, rules

and regulations, faculty, curricula, instruction and
examinations, student life, extra curricular organizations,
and other aspects of the imstitutional environment which
help to define the atmosphere or intellectual -social-cultural
climate of the college as the students see it.

| The results are reported in five dimensions describing

the environment.

1. Practicality. ‘A practical instrumental emphasis in

the environment. Procedures, personal status, and practical
benefits are 1mportant.»

2. Awareness. A concern and emphasis upon three sorts
of meaningloersonel, poetie, snd'oolitical. . An emphasis
upon self-understanding, and refleetiveness.

-3, Progrlegz ‘An environment that is pollte and

considerate. Caution and. thoughtfulness are evident. Group

:‘standards of decorum are important.

A Communltx. A frlendly, cohesive, group-orlented
campus. Feelzngs of group welfare and loyalty

Soholarshig Emphasis is on competitlvely hlgh

acsdemlc aohievement and serious interest in scholarshlp.
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The environmental perceptions of the groups can be
compared on these five dimensions.

Data Analysis

The three general null hypotheses tested were that there
are no significant differences among perceptions of the
following groups of students on any of the scales of the CUES.

1. Off-campus married students: on-campus married
students: off-campus single students: on-campus single students.

2, All married students: all single students.

3. All off-campus students: all on-campus students.

Thé significance of differences among group means on
each scale for the first hypothesié was tested by the
Analvsis of Variance Téchnique. The nature of any significant
differences were further investigéted by Scheffe's method of
multiple cdmparisons (Ferguson, 1966).

The second and third hypotheses were tested by & tests
of the mean difference on each scale.

The .05 level of confidence was required for rejection
of each null hypothesis tested.

e . . Results

The means, standard deviations, and results of tests of

‘_éignifiéénéé for the four groupe are presented in Teble 1.

Différencesvehgng ﬁeana o£ the groups were not found on any

of theiscélga. Therefore, it was not necessary to conduct
the Scheffe test. |
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The rank order of the scales was almust identical for
all of the groups. The Practicality scale was ranked highest
and the Propriety scale was ranked lowest by all of the
groups. Scholarship, Community, and Awareness were clustered
between Practicglity and Propriety with similar rank order
between the groups.

The means, standard deviations, and results of tests of
significance between the means of the married students and
single stﬁdents and the results of the on-campus}and off~
campus students comparison are presented in Table 2. There
were no significant differences between the means on any of
the scales for either comparison.
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Insert Table 2 about here
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None of the null hypofheses could be rejected; therefore

the conclusion that there was no significant differences in

perception as measured by the five scales under each of the
threé nulls wés accepted. |
| | o Discussion
These fesﬁltslsuggest that the students in the groups
measured all perceive the-univebsity.enviboﬁment similarly.
The‘fact‘that'a studént'is mafriedigoéa not influence his

perception of the university envirohment'to be differeht from
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a single student's perception. Also, the student's place of
residence does not seem to have a differential effect on his
perception.

Theée findings might be expiained by the fact that both
single and married students sre describing what the
university environment is, not what it should be. Other
studies reporting married students dissatisfaction with
certain aspects of the envir:nment lead the writer to suggest
that study should be done to determine if married and single
students differ on what the environment should be.

The eiﬁilarity in the ranking of the groups on the five
scales is very revealing. Similarity in ranking of percep-
tions has been found in other studies using different student
subgroups (Berdie, 1967; Centra, 1965). It appears that the
ranking by the students of the total university environment
will be similar no matter what criterion is usec to classify
the subgroups. ,

All groups ranked Practicality the highest. This result
lends support to other‘atﬁdies that show the press for
practiéality>in higher education (Hesket & Walsh, 1969;
Wilson & Dollar, 1970). The findings suggest an environment
.chéfacterizéd by entérpiiée;”drgsniéatioﬁ, material benefits,
aﬁd‘social,éctivities; There are both vocational and
coilegiéte emphaéeé. There is some personal benefit and

présfigé to be obtained by operating within the system.
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The ranking of Propriety last also is consistent with
studies (llesket & Walsh, 1969; Wilson & Dollar, 1970) that
indicate this trend. This indicates an envircnment where
group standards of decorum are relatively unimportant. The
environment is not ome that is mannerly, considerate, ﬁolite,
and conventional. Caution and thoughtfulness are not evident.

Similarity'in ranking among the different groups would
tend to make one believe this perceived environment must be
close to reality. The university needs to assess the
environment as perceived by its student body and subgroups
within that body to determine if this perception is parallel
to those goals set forth in the mission and purposes of the
insfitution.

Further study should be done to attempt to gain the
perceptions of smaller unité of the environment to gain more
than what appears to be a generaiized remote perception.

One approach would be to gain perceptions of colleges,
divisions, or even departments within the wniversity by

those most familar with these units.



e g s e g

Riley

' References
Baker, S. R. The relationship between student residence

and perception of environmental press. Journal of

College Student Personnel; 1966, 7, 222-22L4,
Berdie, R, F. A university is a many-faceted thing.

The Personnel and Guidsnce Journal, 1967, 45, 768-775.

Centra, J. A. Student perception of total university -
and major field environments. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1965.

Conner, J. D, The relationship between college
environmental press and freshmén attrition at Southern
Methodist Uniﬁersity. Unpublished doctoral diséertation,
North Texas State University, 1966.

Dressel, F. B, An evaluation of selected personnel

| services offered to married students at Indiana
University.} ﬁnpublished doctoral disseftation,
Indiana University,‘1963.
Dressel, F. B. Logic, research, and the married
studeﬁt. The Personnel and Guidance Journal, 1965, 43,
90924,
fefgusoﬁ,xc; A. Sfatistica{.Analxais ig_észéh;logx and
-»Edﬁéatiqn.' New Ybrk:.MbGréﬁGHili, 1966. | |

Heﬁkétf, S. L._&fwhlsh,‘WQ B. "Différentiai perceptions of

ééllgge’gnvirdnments._'Jbﬁrnélbgg College Student
- pei-sqnﬁe1;‘1969,- 10, 182-184, |



Lantagne, J. B. College marriage. Journal of College
Student Personmnel, 1962, 3, 98-105.

Lindahl, C. Impact of living arrangements on student
environment perceptions. Journal of College
Student Personnel, 1967, 8, 10-15.

Pace, C. K. College & University Environment Seales:
technical manual. Prineton, New Jersey: Educational
Tagting Service, 1963.

Pace, C. R. College & University Environment Scales:

technical manual. (2nd ed.) Princton, New Jersey:
Educational Testing Service, 1969,

Rogers, E. M. The effect of campus marriages on

| pgrt\icipation ‘in college life. College and University,
1958, 33, 193-199. |

Wilson, R. S. & Dollar. R. J. Student, teacher, and
.vadm;f.nistrator perception of the junior college .
environment. Journal of College Sudent Pe.fsonnel,
1970, 11, 213-216.

Yamamoto,'K. Married 'atud_ents and 1eisure_:'- an exploratior.

 College and University, 1965, 40, 175-18k.




Riley ‘i‘ ' | o 10

_ A\Fbotnote
1To obtaln thls pereentage, it was. necessary to send out

three follow-up letters.‘ The thlrd included the instrument

and a rmquest to return 1t completed by ma11




L T TN T 4

11

3uOTFTUBES ION =

SN 8wl HL'TT  79°8  SO'E [8°S  66°C 96°9  48°T O1'9  4L'T

SNG6E°0 . 92°L  6°ST %O'w L8°L WE™H THL . OnH SE'8  LTH-

SN 42°0  SL°% LE°T1 S€I°E £9°8 Th'g 11’8
SN ZE'0 © 62°9  H8'6T 9T°H 6L°B

SNeLLO00°9  wL'L 69°T 7S°0T (0T

o . Tg AN
~ sdnoa3 ;mnnbuw._M wnnsmmrmb;;

d usemieg UPYITM ‘e18urs

Riiey




oy S3UAPN3S sndump-uQ = QUO “sjuspmyy ..‘nmnﬁu..,uuo_.u of0 .munuv_.um a.nw _w mm .muﬁov m m m 8
1 4 ) . ) ) ) . N . . ..\ .4. e i
. . e e pﬁoau.mﬁw.mm uoz n m

%'z - erm . ese . _m‘_»n.:.__..._.‘__-
' 808 o es w 3 g
SN W60 SNwwo SH 490 - . suEwO

SN £6




